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Abstract 
 This study used a cross-sectional design in which 101 Asian American fathers completed 
an online survey that included questionnaires assessing for acculturation, enculturation, gender 
role conflict, parenting self-efficacy, father involvement, and demographic information. The 
purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of four predictor variables—including 
acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy—on father 
involvement, which served as the criterion variable. It was hypothesized that acculturation, 
enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy predict the level of father 
involvement. The results of a multiple regression analysis revealed that there was a significant 
relationship between acculturation and father involvement, indicating that higher levels of 
acculturation were associated with greater levels of father involvement. The relationship between 
enculturation and father involvement was in the expected direction of the hypothesis, although it 
was not statistically significant. Additionally, the relationship between gender role conflict and 
father involvement was examined by assessing associations between distinct patterns of gender 
role conflict and father involvement. Conflict between work and family relations was negatively 
and significantly related to father involvement; the relationship between restrictive affectionate 
behavior toward men and father involvement was in the expected direction of the hypothesis, 
although it was not statistically significant. Finally, parenting self-efficacy was significantly and 
positively associated with father involvement. Practical implications, limitations, and suggestions 
for future research were discussed.  
Keywords: Asian Americans, Father Involvement, Acculturation, Enculturation, Gender-
Role Conflict, Parenting Self-Efficacy.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Research has shown that fathers’ involvement with their children plays an important role 
in the well-being of their children (Bronte-Tinkew, Carrano, Horowitz, & Kinukawa, 2008; 
Lamb, 2010; Lewis & Lamb, 2003). It may be especially significant in families that are exposed 
to more than one culture, as individual family members may differ in regard to their 
acculturation orientations, which could influence the adaptation of a family as a whole (Sabatier, 
2008; Sabatier & Berry, 2007). Depending on the cultural norms to which fathers adhere, living 
in a society that endorses different gender role norms than those of their culture of origin may 
either encourage or hinder fathers’ involvement with children. Fathers from diverse cultural 
backgrounds may feel empowered to take on a more active fathering role as they acculturate to 
the majority culture, or they may feel pressured to conform to new norms of relating to their 
children (Jain & Belsky, 1997).  
Although the topic of fatherhood has been the focus of increased research, most studies 
that investigated fathering and its impact on children’s well-being included White American 
participants, with few research studies focusing on Asian American men as fathers (Shek, 2007). 
This finding is surprising considering that Asian American children are the fastest growing 
population in the United States. Over one-third of the Asian American population in the U.S. is 
younger than 19 years of age, with 7.1 % of the population younger than 5 years old, 6.9 % 5 to 
9 years old, 7.2% 10 to 14 years old, and 7.7% 15 to 19 years old (Reeves & Bennett, 2003). 
Given this large number of Asian American children in the U.S. and the known importance of 
the role of the father in a child’s well-being, it is suggested that research should focus on 
understanding Asian American men’s experiences as fathers, their perceptions of their 
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involvement with their children, and, most importantly, the cultural factors influencing their 
involvement with their children.  
Kiselica and Pfaller (1993) emphasized that the experiences and counseling needs of 
parents from diverse ethnic and racial backgrounds vary both between and within cultures. 
Moreover, Chae, and Chae (2010) stated that there are cultural aspects that Asian American men 
need to negotiate with regard to fatherhood and masculinity. They highlighted the need to better 
understand the complexity of the interplay between gender roles and other cultural factors in 
order to provide culturally sensitive counseling and psychological services when working with 
Asian American fathers and families. 
Background 
In Asian culture (and, more specifically, in East Asian cultures), the concept of 
fatherhood is influenced by Confucian ideology that is considered to be patriarchal in nature. 
However, it is also important to understand that Confucianism puts a significant value on the 
importance of the family and filial piety, which is defined as bringing honor and not disgrace to 
the family name. According to Confucian ideology, fathers are considered the leaders of the 
family (Dinh & Nguyen, 2006), and this expectation can potentially put significant psychological 
pressure on Asian American men to fulfill their roles as primary providers and role models for 
the family (Chua & Fujino, 1999). Chao and Tseng (2002) stated that the importance of respect 
from the family and the social circle is central to the more traditional Asian idea of being a good 
man and father. Moreover, Chae and Chae (2010) noted that in Asian families the autonomy of 
individual family members and self-expression can often be less valued, especially in situations 
when the self-expression of individual family members may negatively affect family cohesion.   
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Limited self-expression, especially with regard to the expression of feelings, could potentially 
impact fathers’ perceptions of how they should interact with children. 
Chae and Chae (2010) emphasized that Asian American fathers’ experiences in the 
United States may be affected by gender-related stereotypes directed toward them. For example, 
Asian American men are rarely portrayed as sociable or affectionate in the media, and they may 
internalize those media portrayals and gender-related stereotypes. The internalizations of those 
stereotypes may, in turn, further influence their perceptions of their role as fathers.    
Navigating different cultural expectations while defining their roles as fathers can be 
challenging for Asian American men. In some cases, Asian American fathers manage to 
integrate some aspects of the Western culture while maintaining focus on their ethnic cultural 
values, especially in regard to their family relationships (Koh, Shao, & Wang, 2009). Individual 
choices and self-expression are highly valued in the Western culture, and children expect fathers 
not only to provide for economic needs but also to be nurturing. However, some Asian American 
fathers may not feel prepared to meet such expectations because the Western cultural 
understanding of a father’s role may differ from their perception of their role as fathers based on 
their personal experiences and relationships with their own fathers (Lamb & Bougher, 2009). 
Asian American men may struggle to establish their masculinity within two different cultural 
contexts because norms and expectations established by the mainstream society may be different 
from traditional values and masculinity norms as defined in Asian cultures (Liu & Chang, 2007). 
For example, gender roles within the family can be altered as a result of acculturation changes, 
and women may also seek employment. The concept of a woman working outside of the home 
may conflict with the traditional values with which Asian American fathers identify (Dinh & 
Nguyen, 2006). 
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O’Neil and Lujan (2010) emphasized that there is diversity in fathering values and 
attitudes related to many socio-cultural factors, such as race, ethnicity, and acculturation 
experiences. They also suggested that therapists should explore how ethnic, racial, and 
acculturation variables can affect men’s fathering attitudes and values since fathers from 
different cultural backgrounds may approach fathering in a unique way, which needs to be 
understood by professionals providing counseling and psychological services to individuals from 
diverse populations. While working with Asian American fathers, therapists can assist them to 
gain a deeper understanding of their bicultural identities and associated, conflicting cultural 
values related to their perception of their role as fathers.  
Moreover, Wester (2008) stated that men who try to find balance between more than one 
culture oftentimes experience conflicting messages about gender roles. One of those messages 
stems from their culture of origin while the other stems from the dominant European American 
culture. He also encouraged therapists to be attentive to Asian American men’s beliefs and 
attitudes regarding gender roles and masculine norms and to how those beliefs may influence the 
therapeutic process.  
Furthermore, men’s beliefs regarding gender roles and masculine norms that influence 
their perceptions of their role as fathers may impact the way fathers interact with their children.  
O’Neil and Lujan (2010) hypothesized that the following masculinity beliefs could influence a 
father’s interactions with his children:  
 (a) emotions are feminine and should be avoided, (b) power and control are essential to 
be masculine, (c) toughness is an essential male quality and vulnerability should be 
avoided, (d) competition and winning are ways to demonstrate masculinity, and (e) the 
heterosexual orientation is the only way to be a real man or woman. (p. 54)  
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Affection within the family is also a factor that can impact the father-child relationship. Park, 
Vo, and Tsong (2009) examined whether family affection was a protective factor against the 
negative effects of a perceived parent-child Asian values gap and the quality of the relationship. 
The study’s findings showed that affective responsiveness (family members’ ability to respond to 
another member with an appropriate emotion) were identified as a protective factor for the 
father-son relationship while verbal affection functioned as a protective factor for the mother-
daughter relationship.  
In conclusion, fathers from different ethnic and racial groups may adhere to different 
fathering values and beliefs based on cultural factors such as gender, race, ethnicity, and 
acculturation experiences. These cultural beliefs can contribute to fathers’ involvement with their 
children and their overall interpersonal functioning. This suggests that there is a strong need for 
more research that contextualizes father involvement within a cultural framework.  
Purpose of the Current Study 
The current study investigated the influence of predictor variables (acculturation, 
enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy) on Asian American fathers’ 
involvement with their school-age children. Assessing the impact of these predictor variables on 
Asian American fathers’ involvement with their children, the primary purpose of this study was 
to determine whether these variables predicted the level of father involvement. To test these 
relationships, the present study utilized a multiple regression statistical analysis.   
Limitations of Existing Studies 
Although the existing literature has established the importance of the role of fathers in 
children’s well-being, the majority of research on fathering is based on data from middle-class 
European American families, while research on fathers who are members of ethnic and racial 
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minority groups, especially Asian American fathers, has been scarce. Additionally, the 
relationship between gender role conflict and fathers’ involvement with their children still 
remains unexplored. O’Neil and Lujan (2010) suggested that patterns of gender role conflict 
could limit men’s ability to be fathers since fathers can be restricted in their emotional and 
affectionate expressions which, in turn, can affect children’s ability to attach to their fathers. 
Although three studies have explored the relationship between gender role conflict and 
fatherhood with focus on attachment, parenting satisfaction, and parenting self-efficacy 
(Alexander, 1999; DeFranc & Mahalik, 2002; McMahon, Winkel, & Luthar, 2000), none of the 
currently existing research studies assessed the relationship between gender role conflict and the 
construct of father involvement specifically. Additionally, existing studies assessing the 
acculturation experiences of Asian American men have shown an over-reliance on samples 
composed of college students (Miller & Lim, 2010), and a limited number of studies explore the 
acculturation experiences of Asian American men who are fathers and how those experiences 
affect their fathering practices.   
In terms of assessing acculturation, Tsai, Ying, and Lee (2000) have shown that it cannot 
be assumed that there is one model that fits the patterns of cultural orientation for Asian 
Americans in general. When the authors compared the acculturation patterns of Chinese 
Americans who were born in the United States with those who immigrated before the age of 12, 
they found that the unidimensional model of acculturation represented the experiences of 
Chinese Americans who recently moved to the United States; however, the bidimensional model 
was a better fit for later generation Asian Americans. Therefore, for the purpose of the present 
study, a measure based on the bidimesional model was used in order to assess for acculturation 
among Asian American fathers.  
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Research Questions 
1. Do acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy predict 
the level of father involvement among Asian American fathers of school-age children? 
Statement of Hypothesis 
1. It was hypothesized that acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting 
self-efficacy predict the level of father involvement among Asian American fathers of 
school-age children. 
Definition of Terms 
Acculturation and Enculturation: According to Hwang, Wood, and Fujimoto (2010), 
acculturation is a person’s involvement in the majority culture, including an acquisition of its 
values and beliefs. Acculturation on the individual level reflects changes on various levels, 
including “behavior, language, values, and identity” (Dinh, Roosa, Teinm, & Lopez, 2002, p. 
296). Enculturation also refers to the degree to which an individual adheres to his or her heritage 
culture (Kim, 2008). In the current study, acculturation was operationally defined by scores on 
the Asian American Multidimensional Acculturation Scale (AAMAS; Chung, Kim, & Abreu, 
2004) as the measure assesses for acculturation to two different cultural dimensions: Culture of 
Origin (AAMAS-CO) and European American Culture (AAMAS-EA). Culture of origin (i.e., 
enculturation) refers to the retention of the person’s ethnic group identity or culture of origin, and 
European American culture (i.e., acculturation) refers to the extent of which a member of an 
ethnic minority group will assimilate to the majority culture. For the purpose of the current 
study, the Culture of Origin (AAMAS-CO) dimension of the AAMAS referred to enculturation 
and the European American culture (AAMAS-EA) dimension of the AAMAS referred to 
acculturation.  
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Father involvement: Has been defined as a father’s engagement with child-related 
activities in multidimensional ways (i.e., cognitive, affective, and direct and indirect behavioral 
aspects of involvement). In the current study, father involvement was operationally defined by 
scores on the Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26) developed by Hawkins et al. (2002). This 
robust measure was utilized to assess nine aspects of father involvement, including discipline and 
teaching responsibility, school encouragement, support of the child’s mother, providing, time 
and talking together, praise and affection, developing talents and future concerns, reading and 
homework support, and attentiveness. 
Gender Role Conflict: According to O’Neil Good and Holmes (1995), Gender Role 
Conflict (GRC) is defined as a psychological state in which socialized gender roles have negative 
consequences for the person who experiences gender role conflict and, in certain situations, for 
others who interact with that individual. There are four patterns of GRC: (a) success, power, and 
competition (SPC), which refers to the degree to which men are socialized to focus on personal 
achievement through competitive efforts; (b) restricted emotionality (RE), which focuses on the 
degree to which men are taught to avoid verbally expressing their feelings in an attempt to avoid 
appearing weak and vulnerable; (c) restricted affectionate behavior between men (RABBM), 
which explores how men are socialized to have difficulties expressing their care and concern for 
other men; and (c) conflict between work and family relations (CBWFR), which examines the 
degree to which men struggle with balancing the demands associated with work, school, and 
family relations. For the present study, the level of gender role conflict experienced by men was 
operationally defined by scores on the Gender Role Conflict Scale (GRCS; O’Neil, Helms, 
Gable, David, & Wrightsman, 1986).  
Parenting Self-Efficacy: Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE) is based on Bandura’s self-
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efficacy theory, which states that past experiences of completing tasks successfully are the most 
effective way of creating strong feelings of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, previous 
experiences of success in certain areas build confidence in an individual’s ability to influence 
future events and produce desired outcomes. On the other hand, experiences of difficulty, 
struggle, and challenge may weaken a person’s feelings of efficacy. Parenting self-efficacy 
(PSE) beliefs are described as the individual’s own evaluation of his or her abilities to be a 
competent and successful parent (Coleman & Karraker, 2003). For the purpose of the current 
study, PSE was operationally defined by scores on the Parenting Self-Agency Measure (PSAM; 
Dumka, Stoerzinger, Jackson, & Roosa, 1996), as this measure assesses for confidence in the 
parenting role.  
Asian American: Asian Americans represent 28 ethnic groups in the United States, 
including individuals of Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Asian Indian, Korean, and Vietnamese 
descent (Leong, et al., 2010). For the purpose of the current study, Asian American was 
operationally defined as a person who is of Asian descent and currently resides in the United 
States.  
School-age children: For the purpose of the current study, school-age children were 
defined as children who are attending school from kindergarten to college.  
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  
In this chapter, the theoretical and research literature pertaining to the Asian American 
population is reviewed. Specifically, the historical experience of Asian immigrants in the United 
States and the diversity of Asian Americans are considered. Then, the topics of fathers’ 
involvement with children, acculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy among 
racial and ethnic minority groups, specifically Asian Americans, are addressed. This chapter 
concludes with a summary and critique of the existing literature followed by a rationale for why 
additional research is required to better understand Asian American fathers, their unique 
psychological, social, and cultural experiences in the United States, and the influence of those 
variables on their involvement with their children.  
The Historical Background of Asian Americans in the United States 
To gain a more in-depth understanding of the cultural and fatherhood issues that Asian 
American men may need to negotiate, it is important to consider their historical background and 
current situation in the United States. Asian Americans, as a population, include more than 52 
different ethnic groups (Hune, 2002). Asian Americans, in general, represent a broad group of 
ethnic backgrounds that have been “racialized” into a homogenous group in the United States 
(Chan, 1998; Omi & Winant, 1994). While recognizing the diversity among Asian Americans, 
the historical perspective of Asian American men provided in this section places particular 
emphasis on Chinese American and Japanese American men due to the long history and presence 
of these groups in the United States, which, in turn, significantly shaped the mainstream 
perspective on Asian American men in today’s society.  
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The first large wave of Asian immigration to the United States occurred in the mid-1800s 
with the arrival of immigrants from China, Japan, the Philippines, Korea, and India (Espiritu, 
1997; Takaki, 1990). Most of those Asian men came for the California Gold Rush, worked on 
Hawaiian plantations, or worked in the South following the abolition of slavery (Takaki, 1990). 
Over the period that followed this first wave of Asian immigration, the United States government 
passed legislation that restricted the entry of Asian women into the country (Espiritu, 1997; 
Takaki, 1993). Such immigration policy and legislation, such as the Page Law of 1875, was often 
determined with reference to economic gains for the United States. During that time, Asian men 
without families were considered to offer the least cost to employers and, at the same time, to 
significantly contribute to the labor market; therefore, a 1917 Immigration Act prevented married 
Asian Indian men from relocating with their wives to the United States (Takaki, 1993). Due to 
the limited number of Asian women living in the United States, Asian men began to intermarry 
with White women, which resulted in anti-miscegenation laws passed to revoke the citizenship 
of any White woman who married a man outside of her racial group (Chua & Fujino, 1999; 
Espiritu, 1997; Takaki, 1990). The establishment of anti-immigration laws and anti-
miscegenation laws were, in fact, institutional forms of oppression faced by Asian men because 
those laws limited the growth of their families (Ancheta, 1998). It could also be concluded that 
the anti-immigration and anti-miscegenation laws limited the number of Asian men who became 
fathers while living in the United States, as the host country emphasized productivity in the labor 
market as the main aspect of Asian men’s role in the United States, disregarding their need for 
establishing a family, maintaining close relationship with their spouses, and, most importantly, 
becoming fathers and engaging in interactions with their children.  
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Although Asian men made a significant contribution to the labor market and agricultural 
productivity in the United States, people who perceived Asian men as threats opposed the idea of 
allowing them to move in to the country (Campi, 2005). These negative attitudes towards Asian 
immigrants gave rise to legislation that limited immigration from particular regions, including 
the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 (which applied to Chinese immigration), the Gentleman’s 
Agreement of 1907 (which applied to Japanese immigration), and the Barred Zone Act of 1917 
(which applied to South Asians and Polynesians) (Ancheta, 1998; Campi, 2005).  
Many stereotypical images of Asian ethnic groups and racist images portrayed Asian 
American men as hypermasculine and, at the same time, effeminate. One example of the 
hypermasculine portrayal of Asian men was the Yellow Peril, an aggressive and crafty image 
with which Asian men were often associated. The image of the hyperaggressive Asian 
proliferated after the bombing in Pearl Harbor when anti-Japanese propaganda spread throughout 
the United States through media, martial law in Hawaii, and the internment of Japanese 
Americans. During that time, Asian residents’ loyalties to the United States and the Asian men’s 
ability to assimilate to U.S. culture were viewed as questionable. Over the years, the target group 
of the Yellow Peril shifted from the Japanese to the Chinese to the Vietnamese, depending on 
global economics and political tensions (Takaki, 1993).  
The second large immigration wave from Asian countries to the United States occurred 
after the passage of the 1965 Immigration Act. The 1965 Immigration Act reduced restrictions 
on family reunification and encouraged professionals from Asian countries to move to the United 
States. Due to their educational and professional status, this population was different from those 
Asian men who relocated to the U.S. during the 1800s (Hune, 2002). Consequently, with an 
increased number of Asian professionals coming to the United States, during the 1970s, the 
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model minority myth emerged, which is a stereotype that has been applied to all Asian 
Americans since (Suzuki, 2002). The model minority myth is, in a large degree, related to the 
belief that the Confucian work ethic of Asian Americans contributed to their success in the 
United States (Okihiro, 1994). This myth gradually was generalized to all individuals who are 
part of this ethnic group. During the 1970s and 1980s, many refugees from South East Asia who 
were forced to migrate out of their home countries after the Vietnam War came to the United 
States, and many of them were suffering from posttraumatic stress disorder (Takaki, 1990). 
Although, initially, Southeast Asian Americans were not considered the model minority, they 
became incorporated into the broader mindset of the U.S. society under the label of Asian 
Americans. A broader implication of the model minority myth is that it is used often in 
association with African Americans and Latino Americans to compare those minority groups 
with and against each other (Suzuki, 2002).  
In conclusion, historically, Asian American men have faced many struggles related to 
discrimination and oppression. Additionally, they have been faced with the challenge of breaking 
stereotypes and redefining themselves as men in the United States (Mok, 1998). From the early 
1800s, as the United States entered into Asia pursuing trade and territory, the population of Asia 
has been portrayed as feminine in order to enable American and European colonialism (Takaki, 
1990). Asian men have been stereotypically described as feminine based on the Western norms 
of masculinity. Subsequently, Asian women have been portrayed as “typical” women while 
Asian men were “emasculated,” “feminized,” and marginalized (Chan, 1998; Leupp, 1995). 
Asian men who came to the United States during the first immigration wave, therefore, found 
themselves subjected to racism, denial of citizenship and land ownership, laws against racial 
intermixing, and, ultimately, immigration exclusion (Takaki, 1990). Today, Asian Americans 
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may still experience oppression and marginalization due to a stereotypical portrayal of Asian 
American families. More specifically, Asian American men, as fathers, may feel conflicted in 
terms of finding a balance between conforming to Western culture and its values of masculinity 
in relation to fatherhood while, at the same time, adhering to Asian cultural values pertaining to 
masculinity and fatherhood.  
Father Involvement 
Scholars have stated that a single primary theory of fatherhood cannot be described (Day 
& Lamb, 2004), so fatherhood research has been based on various theoretical frameworks. 
Through the lenses of different theories, father involvement has been considered a multifaceted 
and an adaptive process that is shaped by social, cultural, and historical changes (Day & Lamb, 
2004; Lamb, 2000; Palkovitz, 2002). During the past thirty years, there has been an increased 
interest in research in the area of the involvement of fathers in parenting, with more focus on 
fathers from different racial and ethnic minority groups (e.g., Cabrera & Garcia-Coll, 2004). 
Existing research has shown that father involvement can have a positive influence on a 
child’s well-being in many areas of the child’s functioning, such as academic performance, self-
esteem, and diminished depressive symptoms (Cabrera, Tamis-LeMonda, Bradely, Hofferth, & 
Lamb, 2000). Additionally, father involvement can have positive indirect effects on the family 
by providing emotional, physical, and financial resources that can, in turn, create an environment 
that allows the family members to build strong family connections (Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004). 
Schmitz (2005) emphasized that it is important to recognize that although father involvement can 
be directly and indirectly related to positive child and family outcomes, there are multiple factors 
that influence father involvement, including the father’s cultural and social contexts as well as 
family dynamics. 
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Definition and Conceptualization of Father Involvement 
While there is no distinct primary theory of fatherhood (Day & Lamb, 2004), the 
construct of father involvement has been defined in multiple ways based on different theoretical 
frameworks due to its multidimensional characteristics (Day & Lamb, 2004; Lamb, Pleck, 
Charnov, & Levine, 1985; McBride, Brown, Bost, Shin, Vaughn, & Korth, 2005). Therefore, 
many scholars who focus on father-child relationships have examined multiple dimensions of 
father involvement (McBride et al., 2005).  
One of the most frequently used theoretical frameworks that provide a conceptualization 
of father involvement was proposed by Lamb and colleagues (Lamb et al., 1985). Based on this 
theoretical framework, father involvement is defined as including three critical dimensions:  
1) engagement, or direct interactions with the child;  
2) accessibility, or the presence and availability of the father to the child (i.e., temporal 
and proximal positioning that would allow the child to interact if desired or necessary); 
and  
3) responsibility, or the extent to which fathers arrange for resources to be available to the 
child, including financial support as well as organizing and planning for children.  
Responsibility includes making plans and arrangements for care as distinct from the performance 
of the care. Distinguishing between these three domains of father involvement—engagement, 
accessibility, and responsibility—allows for a deeper understanding of how fathers fulfill their 
family obligations, and it is especially important because it recognizes the fathers’ role as being 
that of more than breadwinners (Pleck & Stueve, 2004), but also as that of caretakers and 
playmates to their children.  
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For example, engagement refers to the amount of time the father is involved in activates 
with the child that promote the child’s development, such as playing, reading books, or having a 
conversation. Accessibility describes how physically available the father is to the child. Lastly, 
while responsibility generally includes the role of a breadwinner,  there is also focus on other 
behaviors in this domain, such as making medical appointments, attending parent-teacher 
conferences, and shopping for groceries (Lamb, 2000).  
This expanded theoretical framework of father involvement that includes more than the 
role of a “breadwinner” can be particularly important in the context of the modern-day family, as 
both the father and mother are often employed. Although the three domains of father 
involvement mentioned above may be perceived as separate based on the theoretical framework 
of father involvement proposed by Lamb et al. (1985), there is an overlap between them. For 
example, a father who takes his child to baseball practice would be simultaneously involved in 
all three of those domains: engagement, accessibility, and responsibility.  
 Marsiglio, Amato, Day, and Lamb (2000) suggested that a broader conceptualization of 
father involvement should be developed that would allow us to look at cognitive and indirect 
dimensions of father involvement that affect children’s well being and development, such as 
through the emotional support of the mother. The authors emphasized that the construct of father 
involvement is multidimensional and that the theoretical framework of father involvement 
developed by Lamb et al. (1985) is mainly focused on behavioral aspects of fathers’ involvement 
with their children.  
With the idea of putting more emphasis on the multidimensionality of the construct of 
father involvement, Palkovitz (1997) conceptualized father involvement into three 
multidimensional dimensions: cognitive, affective, and behavioral. In father involvement, a 
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father’s perception, planning, evaluation, and assessment of the daily experiences with his 
children are influenced by his thoughts about the children. Therefore, cognitive dimensions need 
to be considered in conceptualizing father involvement with children. For example, Palkovitz 
included teaching children the skills of reasoning, planning, evaluating, and monitoring in the 
cognitive dimension. Additionally, he stated that a father’s affective dimension needs to be 
considered when assessing how involved fathers are with their children. Considering all three 
dimensions, Palkovitz suggested that there are fifteen key aspects of how fathers could be 
involved in childcare, including planning, providing, protection, providing emotional support, 
communication, teaching, monitoring, thought process, errands, availability, affection, care 
giving, maintenance, shared activities, and shared interests. 
Hawkins and Palkovitz (1999) have also recognized the need for a broader 
conceptualization and assessment of father involvement. The authors stated that although Lamb's 
definition that looks at three different dimensions of father involvement allows for improvement 
over less differentiated models, it does not seem to facilitate a more in-depth exploration of other 
forms of father involvement. They stated that there is thus a need for creating a measure that is 
sensitive to the cognitive, affective, and direct and indirect behavioral components of 
involvement. Related to the idea, Hawkins et al. (2002) conducted a pilot study of a new measure 
of father involvement in which the authors generated more than 100 potential items and, in turn, 
selected 43 items from among them for the Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI). They 
categorized the 43 items into four dimensions of father involvement: behavioral, cognitive, 
affective, and moral/ethical. Hawkins et al. recruited 723 fathers with a mailing survey in which 
they were asked about “how good a job” they thought they were doing on the 43 diverse 
indicators of the IFI. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis indicated nine dimensions of 
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father involvement, and a 26-item version of the IFI was confirmed as an effective measure of 
multidimensional father involvement. Those nine dimensions include the following: Discipline 
and Teaching Responsibility, School Encouragement, Mother Support, Providing, Time and 
Talking Together, Praise and Affection, Developing Talents and Future Concerns, Reading and 
Homework Support, and Attentiveness. While Hawkins et al. stated that IFI-26 offers a more 
refined measure of father involvement, they also suggested that this measure, in a sense, builds 
on the three-part conceptualization of father involvement (i.e., engagement, accessibility, and 
responsibility) that Lamb et al. (1985) proposed. The authors suggested that the engagement 
dimension is covered by several subscales of the IFI, including discipline and teaching 
responsibility, school engagement, time and talking together, praise and affection, reading, and 
homework support. Attentiveness seems be incorporated into the engagement dimension with 
subscales that measure school encouragement, reading, and homework support. Lastly, the 
responsibility dimension is also covered by IFI subscales. This dimension includes discipline and 
teaching responsibility, school engagement, providing, developing talents and addressing future 
concerns, and attentiveness (Hawkins et al., 2002).  
The current study examined how Asian American men who are acculturating into 
American mainstream culture are involved in childrearing in the United States. Since IFI-26 was 
developed to measure father involvement in a multidimensional way, the present study used IFI-
26 for measuring Asian American fathers’ involvement with their school-age children.  
Asian American Men and Fatherhood 
 Existing research on Asian American families has been mainly focused on parenting 
among Asian mothers (Chao, 2000; Hulei, Zevenbergen, & Jacobs, 2006), while research on 
Asian American men as fathers remains scarce. Capps, Bronte-Tinkew, and Horowitz (2010) 
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suggested that men who come from cultures that ascribe to the belief that a father’s primary role 
is to provide for and/or discipline children are likely to be involved with their children in a 
different way than men who come from cultures that emphasize a father’s role as a teacher or a 
caregiver. Moreover, Shwalb, Nakazawa, Yamamoto, and Hyun (2004) stated that most research 
on Asian and Asian American fathers has been focused on Chinese fathers’ parenting styles as 
opposed to their actual involvement with children.  
Several general descriptions of the role of Asian fathers have been reported in the 
literature. For example, Chinese fathers have been described as emphasizing strong parental 
control, obedience, discipline, shaming, love withdrawal, filial piety, family obligation, 
maintaining harmony, collectivism, protectiveness, and “training” (Hulei, et al., 2006). The 
traditional Asian family dynamic has also been described by the motto “strict father, kind 
mother,” which emphasizes the role of the father as more authoritarian. Mothers, on the other 
hand, have been portrayed as dedicated to their children and showing more affection than fathers 
(Shwalb et al., 2004). Additionally, existing research suggests that Asian mothers are expected to 
be more involved with their children, especially when the children are very young, while fathers 
tend to spend limited amounts of time with children, becoming more involved in interactions 
with their children when there is a need to discipline them for misbehavior (Julian McKenry, & 
McKelvey, 1994; Lin & Fu, 1990).  
Acculturation Theory and Definition 
 Acculturation has been defined from various perspectives. Although the concept of 
acculturation has been researched often in cross-cultural studies, a disagreement in regard to how 
it should be operationalized and measured still exists (Chun, Organista, & Marin, 2003).  One of 
the most widely used descriptions of acculturation was offered by Berry (1980), who stated that 
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acculturation is a process of cultural adaptation that results from continuous contact with another 
culture. Berry hypothesized that through this process of being exposed to more than one culture, 
individuals may experience change in areas of their lives pertaining to their ethnic identities, 
attitudes, values, and behaviors (Berry, 1997, 2003, 2006).   
The range of theoretical approaches that have been developed to describe and define 
acculturation can be categorized more broadly into two different theoretical frameworks called 
assimilation theory and alternation theory. Regardless of the similarity between these two 
theories, as they both focus on whether an individual retains their ethnic cultural identity and 
whether he or she develops a positive relationship to the dominant culture, they diverge in terms 
of their position on the outcome of the acculturation process. Assimilation theory postulates that 
individuals lose their ethnic cultural identity in the process of adapting to the majority culture, 
while alternation theory assumes that individuals are capable of retaining their ethic culture 
identity (enculturation) as they integrate aspects of the majority culture (acculturation) (Berry, 
2006).  
Another issue related to acculturation pertains to unidimensional versus bidimensional 
perspectives of the construct. Early studies on acculturation assessed only proxy measures of 
acculturation, such as length of residence in the new country, and also used a unidimensional 
assessment of acculturation, which was later criticized as an inaccurate perspective on 
acculturation because only orientation to the dominant culture was measured. Since only 
orientation to the new culture was assessed, it resulted in describing individuals as “more” or 
“less” acculturated without taking into consideration their level of enculturation and only 
understanding acculturation as a linear process. On the contrary, the bidimensional model of 
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acculturation emphasizes that orientation to a new culture is independent of an individual’s 
orientation to their ethnic culture (Berry, Trimble, & Olmedo, 1986).  
The bidimensional acculturation model refers to the two mutually independent 
dimensions along which the immigrant’s acculturation status occurs. According to this model, 
acculturation lies on two dimensions. The first is the acculturation dimension and the second is 
the enculturation dimension, and an individual can be high or low on both dimensions 
simultaneously. However, it has been suggested recently that the process of acculturation should 
be examined from a multidimensional perspective (Rudman, 2009; Schwartz, Unger, 
Zamboanga, & Szapocznik, 2010). Chung, Kim, and Abreu (2004) argued that acculturation 
includes multiple levels related to the behavioral, cognitive, and affective aspects of an 
individual’s functioning. According to bidimensional or multidimensional acculturation models, 
Asian Americans may retain Asian cultural values as well as the host’s culture values while they 
are acculturating to mainstream American society (Berry, 2003, 2006; Chung et al. 2004). Lee 
(2004) emphasized that because, in the process of acculturation, changes regarding behavioral 
may occur at different rates from changes pertaining to cultural values, it is very important to 
assess an individual’s acculturation and enculturation. Concurrently, Sodowsky, Kwan, and 
Pannu (1995) stated that Asian Americans might adopt the behaviors of the U.S. culture at fast 
rates while still maintaining their Asian cultural values and beliefs.  
In an attempt to better understand the complexity of acculturation, Berry et al. (1986) 
proposed a multidimensional model of acculturation. He conceptualized acculturation to consist 
of the following four acculturation orientations: (a) assimilation, which involves a tendency to 
move away from one’s ethnic culture when a person adapts to the majority culture; (b) 
integration, which refers to a strong identification with both cultures and involves maintaining 
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one’s ethnic culture while at the same time moving towards the majority culture; (c) separation, 
which is characterized by a strong identity with the ethnic culture while separating from the 
majority culture; and (d) marginalization, which refers to the loss of cultural affiliation with 
either the ethnic culture or the majority culture and which may result in an individual’s feelings 
of lack of belonging to either of their two cultures.  
Acculturation and Father Involvement 
Although the importance of cultural factors that may influence the expectations for 
fathers’ involvement with children has been recognized (Townsend, 2002), the impact of 
acculturation on father involvement has received very little attention in research. A limited 
number of studies have sought to address father-child relationships among Asian and Latino 
fathers residing in the Unites States (Cabrera, West, Shannon, & Brooks-Gunn, 2006; Capps, 
Bronte-Tinkew, & Horowitz, 2010; Kwon, 2010; Jain & Belsky, 1997). For example, Jain and 
Belsky (1997) examined the influence of acculturation on different aspects of father 
involvement, including caretaking, playing, teaching, and disciplining among Asian Indian 
immigrant families. The study results showed that more acculturated fathers were more involved 
in fathering activities compared to less acculturated fathers. The researchers postulated several 
reasons explaining this increased father involvement after immigration, including “concerns over 
child’s well-being and being spoiled in a more permissive culture, role models of more engaged 
fathers, [and] encouragement from the host society” (p. 881). Jain and Belsky (1997) also 
emphasized that immigrant fathers might become more involved because, after immigration, the 
responsibility of caretaking falls solely on the parents given the absence of extended family, 
social support, and domestic help that they would have received in their home countries. 
Additionally, the changes in women’s and men’s relative positions of power after immigration, 
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with more independence for women compared to in more traditional cultures, and women’s 
participation in the labor market, could contribute to more elevated fathers’ involvement with 
children. 
In another study with immigrant fathers, Capps et al. (2010) examined how multiple 
dimensions of acculturation—including length of U. S. residency, citizenship status, and 
language proficiency and use—are associated with multiple aspects of father engagement with 
infants among Chinese immigrant fathers and Mexican immigrant fathers. In their study, father 
involvement included five measures: cognitively stimulating activities, physical care, warmth, 
nurturing activities, and caregiving activities. Using a sample of resident fathers in the 9-month 
Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Birth Cohort, the authors found that the attainment of U.S. 
citizenship was negatively associated with fathers’ involvement with infants for Chinese-origin 
and Mexican-origin immigrant fathers but that there was no association between the length of 
time spent in the U. S. and father engagement. Further, English language proficiency was 
positively associated with Chinese fathers’ involvement in cognitively stimulating activities with 
young children. These findings support Cabrera, et al.’s (2006) study results showing that the 
English proficiency of Latin American immigrant parents is linked to their involvement in 
children’s academic activities and physical play. They also found that fathers’ English 
proficiency was important for caregiving and physical play. They suggested that there is a need 
for more research pertaining to father-child relationships among fathers who are part of minority 
groups in the Unites States. 
More recently, Kwon (2010) used Radin’s Paternal Index of Child Care Involvement 
(Radin, 1982), which was designed to assess father involvement in five domains: child care 
responsibility, socialization, role responsibility, decision making for childrearing, and 
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accessibility. Kwon examined the relationship between cultural transitions and father 
involvement for Korean resident families and Korean sojourner families in the United States. In 
this study, acculturation factors relating to the father’s work (work-family conflict, working 
hours per week) and factors relating to mother’s perception of the role of the father (mothers’ 
perception of fathers’ skill of child care, mothers’ perception of father involvement) were 
examined when assessing for father involvement. The research findings showed that cultural 
context was significantly less associated with father involvement but that cultural context 
indirectly and positively affected the level of father involvement by affecting the fathers’ work-
related factors (working hours per week and work-family conflict). The findings indicated that 
acculturation was not related to father involvement, while mothers’ perceptions of fathers’ roles 
was positively related to father involvement.  
As stated earlier, Jain and Belsky (1997) and Capps et al. (2010) found no relationship 
between number of years of residence in the United States and fathers’ involvement with their 
children. These findings suggest that acculturation should not be associated with time. They 
further suggest that length of time spent in the United States is only a proxy measure of 
acculturation and does not function as a reliable indicator of an individual’s acculturation to the 
dominant culture. Therefore, instruments that assess for acculturation and enculturation should 
be used in research when attempting to gain a better understanding of how cultural factors 
related to acculturation could influence fathers’ involvement with their children.  
Gender Role Conflict Theory 
The construct of Gender Role Conflict (GRC) has undergone changes over the last 30 
years with a number of theoretical statements, empirical studies, and operational definitions 
(O’Neil, 1981, 2006, 2008; O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, & Wrightsman, 1986; O’Neil & Egan, 
25 
1993). O’Neil, Good, and Holmes (1995) defined GRC as a psychological state in which 
socialized gender roles have negative consequences for the person who experiences gender role 
conflict and, in certain situations, for others who interact with the individual. They stated that 
GRC occurs when rigid, sexist, or restrictive gender roles result in restriction, devaluation, or 
violation of others or self. In effect, GRC may result in the restriction of the person's human 
potential. A person may experience GRC in two ways: intrapersonally (within self) and/or 
interpersonally, when GRC is expressed toward others or when it is caused by others. O’Neil 
(2008, 2010) specified that, for men in particular, the personal experience of GRC represents the 
negative consequences of conforming to, deviating from, or violating the gender role norms of 
masculinity ideology. Personal experiences of GRC can be characterized in three ways: gender 
role devaluations, gender role restrictions, and gender role violations.  
O’Neil et al. (1995) identified four overall patterns of male GRC, and each of those 
patterns represents a unique aspect of the socialized traditional male role that is believed to lead 
to personal experiences of gender role conflict for men. Those four patterns include: a) success, 
power, and competition (SPC), which refers to the degree to which men are socialized to focus 
on personal achievement through competitive effort; b) restricted emotionality (RE), which 
focuses on the degree to which men are taught to avoid verbally expressing their feelings in an 
attempt to avoid appearing weak and vulnerable; c) restricted affectionate behavior between men 
(RABBM), which explores how men are socialized to have difficulties expressing their care and 
concern for other men; and d) conflict between work and family relations (CBWFR), which 
examines the degree to which men struggle with balancing the demands associated with work, 
school, and family relations.  
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Additionally, different psychological domains that define how socialized gender roles are 
learned in sexist and patriarchal societies characterize GRC. These four domains include (a) 
cognitive, pertaining to how we think about gender roles; (b) affective, regarding a person’s 
feelings about gender roles; (c) behavioral, how individuals act and how they respond to and 
interact with others and themselves because of gender roles; and (d) unconscious, which pertains 
to how gender role dynamics that are beyond a person’s awareness affect that person’s behavior 
and create conflicts (O'Neil et al., 1986; O'Neil et al., 1995).  
Even though there are numerous studies exploring personal experiences of GRC among 
men from diverse groups, O’Neil and Lujan (2010) emphasized that how gender role domains 
relate to fathering still remains unexplained and unexplored. However, the authors hypothesized 
that men may experience GRC in terms of how they think or feel about their fathering roles. In 
addition, O’Neil and Lujan (2010) conjectured that GRC may affect fathers’ abilities to engage 
in parenting effectively. As a consequence of experiencing GRC, a man can devalue himself for 
feeling inadequate in his fathering role or he may restrict his parenting because of masculine 
stereotypes. In many situations, men may not be aware that they endorse masculinity ideology, 
which, in turn, influences their attitudes and behaviors as fathers and their other interpersonal 
relationships. Men with gender role conflict may also experience conflicting thoughts and 
emotions about their own fathers or behave in undesirable ways with their own children (O’Neil 
& Lujan, 2010).  
In conclusion, although restrictive masculinity ideology may play a role in influencing 
men’s views on fathering (Mahalik, 2001), how GRC relates to fathers’ involvement with their 
children still remains unexplored and more research is needed to gain a better understanding of 
the direct and indirect influences of GRC on fathers’ involvement with their children.  
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Gender Role Conflict, Fatherhood, and Cultural Factors 
Research has shown that GRC relates to emotional problems—including depression, 
anxiety, and substance abuse—which may interfere with fathering. In addition, numerous studies 
have assessed how men’s GRC has been theoretically and empirically related to behaviors and 
attitudes that may negatively impact others (O’ Neil, 2008). Unfortunately, none of those studies 
assessed more specific aspects of fathers’ involvement with children. O’Neil and Lujan (2010) 
emphasized that a limited number of existing research studies considered looking at whether 
GRC directly relates to fathering (Alexander, 1999; DeFranc & Mahalik, 2002; McMahon et al., 
2000). For example, DeFranc and Mahalik (2002) assessed father-son GRC and the results 
showed that men who perceived their fathers and themselves to have less GRC reported closer 
attachment to and less psychological separation from both parents. In another study, McMahon 
et al. (2000) found that drug-dependent men’s RE was significantly associated with a restricted 
definition of fathering. Finally, Alexander (1999) found that RE significantly related to parenting 
dissatisfaction and lack of parenting self-efficacy; his study results also showed that with the 
increase of men’s RE parenting self-efficacy and fathering satisfaction decreased.  
O’Neil and Lujan (2010) emphasize that personal experiences of oppression from sexism, 
racism, ethnocentrism, or any other discrimination need to be addressed in the context of any 
man’s fathering role. For example, if the restrictive effects of racism on employment 
opportunities cause a father to be unable to provide for his family and, therefore, limits his ability 
to fulfill one of the traditional masculine roles in our society, he is most likely to feel angry, 
vulnerable, and inadequate as a man. When a man experiences those emotions, effective 
fathering may be considered less relevant or important. From a psychological point of view, 
those experiences of discrimination and humiliation should become the primary focus in therapy 
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sessions, since, through processing those experiences, fathers may become more aware of how 
those feelings of vulnerability and inadequacy influence their involvement with children.  
Asian American Men and Gender Role Conflict 
In today’s society, Asian American men may be faced with the difficult task of 
negotiating their gender role identities while adhering to certain cultural values that are important 
to them, such as the focus on group harmony, filial piety, and the importance of the family (Liu 
& Iwamoto, 2006). Liu (2002) stated that one specific area that has received insignificant 
empirical investigation in research studies is Asian American men’s adherence to Asian cultural 
values (i.e., enculturation) and their personal experiences with GRC. A limited number of studies 
have explored the relationship between racial identity and acculturation to the dominant culture 
(Kim, O’Neil, & Owen, 1996), experiences of racism and GRC (Liu, 2002), and adherence to 
Asian cultural values and masculinity (Liu & Iwamoto, 2006). 
Kim et al. (1996) investigated the relationship between acculturation and gender role 
conflict among Asian American men. Using the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity Acculturation 
Scale (SL-ASIA; Suinn) and the Gender Role Conflict Scale (GRCS; O’Neil et al., 1986), among 
125 Asian American men (Chinese American, Japanese American, Korean American) they 
found no significant differences across the four patterns of gender-role conflict between those 
three ethnic groups. The study findings showed, through a canonical correlation, that those men 
who obtained lower scores on restrictive emotionality also obtained higher scores on 
acculturation and on the GRC subscale assessing for success, power, and competition. The 
researchers concluded that the more acculturated the Asian American men were, the more GRC 
they experienced in the area of success, power, and competition. Moreover, those fathers who 
scored higher on the acculturated measure also tended to report less conflict in the area of 
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emotional restriction than those who scored lower on the acculturation scale. The limitation of 
this study was its utilization of the SL-ASIA in order to assess for acculturation. The SL-ASIA 
was found to have mixed criterion-related and convergent validity.  
Another study, conducted by Liu (2002), focused on experiences of racism among Asian 
American men and investigated the relationship between racism, gender role conflict, and male 
role norms. That study’s results indicated moderate correlations between the racial identity 
measured by the People of Color Racial Identity Scale (POCRIAS), gender role conflict 
measured by GRCS, and male role norms measured by the Male Role Norms Inventory (MRNI). 
Additionally, racial identity moderately predicted scores on the GRCS and the MRNI. Another 
finding of this study was that the GRCS appeared to have better reliability than the MRNI among 
this sample of Asian American men. Liu suggested that, although the racial identity measure 
(POCRIAS) assesses a person’s awareness of racism and comfort with their racial identity, it 
does not provide information with regard to Asian American men’s cultural values and beliefs. 
In light of this limitation, future research should assess cultural values and beliefs by using a 
different instrument that can measure those constructs. Concurrently, Liu postulated that Asian 
cultural beliefs may have been more important for Asian American men than their recognition of 
themselves as racial beings and experiences with racism, and he recommended using a measure 
of Asian cultural values instead of the POCRIAS in future studies with Asian American men. 
Another possible cultural construct to explore is enculturation, or the degree to which an 
individual may endorse Asian cultural values.  
Subsequently, Liu and Iwamoto (2006) assessed adherence to cultural values and its 
relationship to GRC among 192 Asian American college-educated men. Their findings showed 
that adherence to traditional Asian values was related to higher scores on GRC. Park (2009) 
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emphasized the importance of assisting Asian American men, in therapy, to explore how their 
masculinity may shape other aspects of their lives. Additionally, it would be important to explore 
how balancing cultural messages regarding gender roles and the possibly experiencing GRC 
could impact Asian American fathers’ involvement with their children.  
Parenting Self-Efficacy Definition 
In his discussion of self-efficacy theory, Bandura (1997) proposed that mastery 
experiences are the most effective way of creating strong feelings of self-efficacy (Bandura, 
1997). Past experiences of success in certain areas build confidence in an individual’s capability 
to influence future events and achieve desired outcomes. On the other hand, experiences of 
difficulty, struggle, and challenge may weaken a person’s feelings of efficacy.  
When self-efficacy theory is applied to parenting, self-efficacy beliefs are referred to as 
Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE) beliefs. PSE beliefs are described as the individual’s own 
evaluation of his or her abilities to be a competent and successful parent (Coleman & Karraker, 
2003). The existing literature has identified various correlates of maternal PSE. For example, 
among mothers of children ranging in age from infancy to early adolescence, findings suggest 
that maternal PSE is negatively associated with maternal depression (e.g., Teti & Gelfand, 1991) 
and child difficultness (e.g., Sevigny & Loutzenhiser, 2010). Although several research findings 
showed correlations between task-specific measured PSE, parenting behavior, and child 
behavior, those associations have been less frequently investigated for fathers.  
Parenting Self-Efficacy and Fatherhood 
While only a small number of studies have focused on fathering self-efficacy, existing 
literature shows mixed findings in terms of significant associations with parenting outcomes. 
Sevigny and Loutzenhiser (2010) examined parental self-efficacy (PSE) in fathers, and their 
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findings did not support the importance of self-efficacy beliefs in the fathers’ parenting role. 
However, a task-specific measure of PSE was used, and because mothers and fathers typically 
tend to perform different tasks with their children, task-specific measures may not be equally 
applicable to both mothers and fathers. In another study, Murdock (2013) addressed this 
limitation by using a domain PSE measure (where specific tasks are not identified) in a sample of 
49 mothers and 33 fathers. Parents also completed measures of constructs that seem to be 
associated with PSE, including the following: General Self-Efficacy (GSE), parenting behavior, 
affect, and child behavior problems. The findings showed that PSE was significantly and 
positively associated with, and predicted by, GSE for both mothers and fathers, suggesting that a 
parent’s general sense of competence is important for both maternal and paternal PSE beliefs. 
The results also indicated that supportive/engaged parenting behavior was the only variable that 
predicted fathers’ PSE.  
A study conducted in Hong Kong (Kwok, Ling, Leung, & Li, 2013) examined the 
predictability of fathers’ PSE, marital satisfaction, and father involvement. The moderating effect 
of marital satisfaction on the relationship between fathers’ PSE and father involvement was also 
explored. The researchers used a self-efficacy subscale in the Parenting Sense of Competency 
Scale, the Index of Marital Satisfaction, and the Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26). Their 
hierarchical regression analyses showed that fathers’ PSE and marital satisfaction were 
significant positive predictors of father involvement, while marital satisfaction moderated the 
effect of PSE on father involvement.  
Parenting Self-Efficacy and Acculturation 
Costigan and Koryzma (2011) examined Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE) beliefs as a 
mediator of the association between acculturation and adjustment. Their sample consisted of 177 
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immigrant Chinese mothers and fathers with early adolescent children in Canada. Acculturation 
was assessed bidimensionally, as Canadian and Chinese orientations. They used a Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM) for data analysis. A latent psychological adjustment variable was 
composed of symptoms of depression, feelings of self-esteem, and life satisfaction. Their results 
showed that relationships between Canadian orientation and psychological adjustment were 
partially mediated by PSE for both mothers and fathers. The researchers concluded that the more 
parents were oriented toward Canadian culture, the more efficacious they felt in their parenting, 
which, in turn, was associated with better psychological adjustment. On the other hand, 
mediation of the relationship between Chinese orientation and psychological adjustment was not 
supported, as Chinese orientation was not associated with PSE and was positively associated 
with psychological adjustment only for mothers, not for fathers. Similar results were found when 
the meditational model was extended to evaluate parenting practices as an outcome (i.e., warmth, 
reasoning, and monitoring). The results indicated that PSE mediated the relationship between 
higher Canadian orientation and more positive parenting practices, whereas Chinese orientation 
was not associated with parenting practices for mothers or fathers. The results of this study 
suggest that higher orientation to the majority culture may enhance feelings of PSE, as parents 
may feel more confident in parenting their children in a new cultural context. 
Summary and Conclusions 
The Asian American population in the United States may still experience oppression and 
marginalization in today’s society due to a stereotypical portrayal of Asian American families. 
With respect to fatherhood, Asian American men may be faced with the difficult task of 
navigating between conforming to Western culture and its values of masculinity in relation to 
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their role as fathers while at the same time adhering to Asian cultural values and the concept of 
fatherhood as defined by those cultural values.   
Although the significance of cultural factors influencing the expectations for fathers’ 
involvement and perceptions of fathers’ involvement has been recognized, the impact of 
acculturation on father’s involvement has received little attention in the research. A limited 
number of studies have addressed father-child relationships among ethnic minority populations 
and most research on Asian and Asian American fathers focused on fathers’ parenting styles as 
opposed to their actual involvement with children.  
The preceding literature review has identified several important factors that served as a 
theoretical framework for the current study. First, there are mixed research findings regarding the 
influence of acculturation and enculturation on fathers’ involvement with their children. 
Research should assess, therefore, the impact of acculturation and enculturation when exploring 
men’s experiences as fathers. Second, existing research findings suggest that higher orientation 
to the majority culture (acculturation) may enhance feelings of Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE). 
Third, level of acculturation has been shown to be associated with Gender Role Conflict (GRC) 
among Asian American men, especially in two domains: Success, Power, and Competition 
(SPC) and Restricted Emotionality (RE). Finally, even though the existing literature has explored 
personal experiences of GRC among men from diverse groups, the relationship between GRC 
and fathers’ involvement with children still remains unexplained and unexplored. Therefore, 
more research is needed to gain a better understanding of the direct and indirect influences of 
GRC on fathers’ involvement with children.  
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Design 
 The current study utilized a cross-sectional survey design to obtain data on factors 
influencing Asian American fathers’ involvement with children. Since there was no manipulation 
of variables, the design was non-experimental. The best statistical methodology, based on the 
research questions, was to conduct a multiple regression. The purpose of the current study was to 
examine the impact of the predictor variables—acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, 
and parenting self-efficacy—on one criterion variable: father involvement.  
Participants 
The present study assessed whether acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and 
parenting self-efficacy predicted the level of father involvement among Asian American fathers 
of school-age children. Therefore, the study was limited to men who were fathers of a school-age 
child and who were of Asian descent and currently residing in the United States. A non-random 
sample of self-selected participants was recruited through the following three approaches: (a) 
Information regarding the study was posted on the Asian-Nation website (asian-nation.org), 
which provides information about different topics and issues that affect the Asian American 
community and the survey for the study was linked to this website; (b) a solicitation email with 
information about the study was sent to individuals who were on the listserv of the American 
Psychological Association (APA), more specifically Division 51 and Division 45; (c) 
information about the study, including a letter of solicitation, was sent to members of the Asian 
American Psychological Association (AAPA) via email through the AAPA listserv.   
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Procedure  
After approval from the Institutional Review Board, a solicitation letter for the study was 
distributed electronically through the above-mentioned methods for recruitment of participants. 
The letter contained basic information about the study with regard to the approximate length of 
time needed to complete the survey as well as the purpose of the study (e.g., to gain a better 
understanding of the experiences of Asian American men as fathers). Interested individuals who 
had access to the letter were asked to click the link to the survey, which then directed them to the 
online survey hosted by Qualtrics, an Internet-based survey program. There was a statement 
included in the survey indicating the voluntary nature of individuals’ participation in the study. 
After selecting to continue with the study, participants filled out the following: a) a demographic 
questionnaire; b) the Asian American Multidimensional Acculturation Scale (AAMAS; Chung, 
Kim, & Abreu, 2004); c) the Gender-Role Conflict Scale (GRCS; O’Neil et al., 1986); d) the 
Parenting Self-Agency Measure (Dumka, Stoerzinger, Jackson, & Roosa, 1996); and e) the 
Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26; Hawkins et al., 2002). 
Measures 
The primary constructs measured in the current study were father involvement, 
acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, parenting self-efficacy, and demographics. The 
constructs were developed from a literature review and the theoretical backgrounds of each of 
those constructs.  
Demographic Questionnaire  
In the current study, requested demographic information included age of the father, age 
of the child/children, whether the father resides with the child, ethnic origin, if parents or/and 
grandparents currently reside in the U.S., and number of hours worked per week. It was 
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important to gather information about the above-mentioned demographic variables because they 
could have potentially influenced the level of fathers’ involvement with children.  
Asian American Multidimensional Acculturation Scale  
The AAMAS is a 15-item measure of Asian American engagement in the behavioral 
norms of one’s Asian culture of origin, other Asian American cultures, and European American 
culture. It contains three subscales: Culture of Origin (AAMAS-CO), Other Asian American 
Cultures (AAMAS-AA), and European American Culture (AAMAS-EA). For each item, 
respondents indicate (on a 6-point scale) the extent to which they engage in a particular cultural 
norm with respect to each of the three cultural groups. The responses for each cultural group 
were summed to calculate each subscale score. Sample items in the AAMAS included, “How 
well do you speak the language of . . . ,” “How often do you eat the food of . . . ,” “How much do 
you practice the traditions and keep the holidays of . . . ,” and “How much do you interact and 
associate with people from.” In terms of reliability, Chung et al. (2004) reported coefficient 
alphas ranging from .76 to .91 for the three subscales across three studies. In addition, the 
authors reported 2-week test-retest coefficients ranging from .75 to .89 for the subscales. In 
terms of validity, Chung et al. reported evidence of factorial validity via exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses. In addition, they reported evidence of concurrent, criterion-related, 
and discriminant validity for the AAMAS’s subscale scores based on comparisons with measures 
of cultural identity, acculturation, generation status, intergenerational conflict, and self-esteem. 
Kim and Omizo (2010) conducted a study with Asian American adolescents and reported 
coefficient alphas of .90 for the AAMAS-CO and .91 for the AAMAS-EA. The AAMAS-AA is 
an optional subscale and was not used in the present study. The AAMAS-CO and the AAMAS-
EA were used to measure enculturation and acculturation, respectively. Based on the present 
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study results, the coefficient alphas were .94 for AAMAS-CO and .90 for AAMAS-EA, 
indicating excellent internal consistency (reliability) for both subscales when used with the 
population of Asian American fathers in this study.  
The Inventory of Father Involvement-26  
The Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26) is a 26-item scale developed by Hawkins et 
al. (2002) to assess fathers’ ratings of their involvement on different fathering dimensions over 
the past year. With reference to Hawkins’ study, the nine dimensions are as follows: three items 
of Discipline and Teaching Responsibility (α =.82), three items of School Encouragement (α 
=.89), three items of Mother Support (α =.90), two items of Providing (α =.84), three items of 
Time and Talking Together (α =.86), three items of Praise and Affection (α =.90), three items of 
Developing Talents and Future Concerns (α =.87), three items of Reading and Homework 
Support (α =.79), and three items of Attentiveness (α =.84). Each item is rated using a 7-point 
Likert scale (from 1 = very poor to 7 = excellent; NA is also a response choice). Sample items 
include “Disciplining your children,” “Encouraging your children to succeed in school,” “Giving 
your children’s mother encouragement and emotional support,” “Providing your children’s basic 
needs (food, clothing, shelter, and health care),” “Being a pal or a friend to your children,” 
“Praising your children for being good or doing the right thing,” “Encouraging your children to 
develop their talents,” “Encouraging your children to read,” and “Attending events your children 
participate in (sports, school, etc.).”  Additionally, support for reliability has been noted for 
previous studies (i.e., α  =  .97, and .98; Flouri, 2004; Glass & Owen, 2010). The reliability of 
this scale in a study conducted with fathers in Hong Kong (Kwok et al., 2013) was excellent (α = 
.96). In the present study, the reliability of the scale was also excellent (α = .93). 
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Gender-Role Conflict Scale (GRCS)  
The GRCS (O’Neil et al., 1986) is a 37-item instrument designed to assess four 
dimensions of gender role conflict with the following subscales: Success, Power, and 
Competition (SPC); Restrictive Emotionality (RE); Restrictive Affectionate Behavior Between 
Men / Homophobia (RABBM); and Conflict Between Work and Family Relations (CBWFR). A 
6-point Likert scale with responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) is 
used. The original development of the GRCS indicated that the SPC subscale had an alpha of .85 
and a 4-week test-retest reliability of .84. The RE subscale had an alpha of .82, and a 4-week 
test-retest reliability of .76. The RABBM subscale had an alpha of .83, and a 4-week test-retest 
reliability of .86. Finally, the CBWFR subscale had an alpha of .75, and a 4-week test-retest 
reliability of .72. Further, the average alpha across studies for the GRCS total score was .88 
(O’Neil et al., 1995). Convergent and divergent validity has been demonstrated, as documented 
by O’Neil (2008). For a study with Asian American men (Liu, 2002), the reliabilities were as 
follows: for the full scale, .90; for SPC, .84; for RE, .82; for RABBM, .81; and for CBWFR, .77. 
In the current study with Asian American fathers, the reliability for the full scale was excellent (α 
= .94).   
Parenting Self-Agency Measure  
Parenting self-efficacy was assessed with the Parenting Self-Agency Measure (Dumka, 
Stoerzinger, Jackson, & Roosa, 1996). This scale evaluates confidence in the parenting role, 
feelings of helplessness in the face of challenging child behavior, and degree of parenting effort 
and persistence (e.g., “I know I am doing a good job as a mother/father”). Items are rated on a 
scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always), with higher scores indicating greater parenting efficacy. 
Fathers were instructed to consider the target child when completing this measure. The scale was 
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developed and validated with two samples: nonimmigrant European American mothers and 
immigrant Mexican American mothers (Dumka et al., 1996). The 10-item scale has strong good 
reliability (.81) and construct validity, as demonstrated through correlations with other measures 
of generalized efficacy and parenting efficacy that ranged from .50 to .78 (e.g., Coleman & 
Karraker, 2000). Costigan and Koryzma (2011) conducted a study with Chinese immigrants in 
Canada and reported that internal consistency was .79 for fathers and .70 for mothers. 
Additionally, Whittaker and Cowley (2006) conducted a study validating outcome measures for 
parenting self-efficacy and reported internal consistency of .76 for the revised 5-item version of 
PSAM. They also stated that PSAM was a more stable measure of parenting self-beliefs 
compared to another measure that also assesses for parenting self-efficacy. In the present study, 
the revised 5-item version of PSAM was used. For the current study with Asian American 
fathers, the reliability was good (α = .86). 
Research Questions 
1. Do acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy predict 
the level of father involvement among Asian American fathers of school-age children? 
Statement of Hypothesis 
1a. It was hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of acculturation would show 
higher levels of father involvement.  
1b. It was hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of enculturation would show 
higher levels of father involvement.  
1c. It was hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of gender role conflict 
would show lower levels of father involvement.  
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1d. It was hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of parenting self-efficacy 
would show higher levels of father involvement.  
Analysis Plan  
Preliminary Analyses 
Preliminary analyses were conducted to test the assumptions of the primary analyses, 
including multiple linear regressions. Specifically, the assumption of normality was assessed by 
examining the distribution of the data, including the mean-to-standard deviation ratio and 
skewness or kurtosis. Linearity and multicollinearity were assessed by examining Pearson’s 
product moment correlations to establish the relationships between the related items (i.e., 
significant correlations), but to a magnitude that would not suggest multicollinearity (i.e., rs > 
.80).  Multicollinearity was also examined through VIF and tolerance values in the primary 
analysis. 
Simple bivariate relationships between variables were examined to determine if any other 
predictors needed to be included in primary models. These were assessed using crosstabulations 
with Pearson’s chi-square, correlations, and tests of difference (e.g., analysis of variance 
[ANOVA], t-tests, or non-parametric equivalencies). 
Hypothesis Testing  
1a. It was expected that level of acculturation would predict the level of father 
involvement. More specifically, it was predicted that Asian American fathers who reported 
higher level of acculturation would also report higher levels of involvement with their children. 
This hypothesis was tested using a multiple regression analysis by entering acculturation 
(AAMAS-EA) as the predictor and father involvement as the criterion variable.  
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1b.  It was expected that enculturation would predict the level of father involvement. 
More specifically, it was predicted that Asian American fathers who reported higher levels of 
acculturation would also report higher levels of involvement with their children. This hypothesis 
was tested using a multiple regression analysis by entering enculturation (AAMAS-CO) as the 
predictor and father involvement as the criterion variable.  
1c.  It was expected that gender role conflict would predict the level of father 
involvement. More specifically, it was predicted that Asian American fathers who reported 
higher levels of gender role conflict would report lower levels of involvement with their 
children. This hypothesis was tested using a multiple regression analysis by entering each gender 
role conflict pattern as the predictor and father involvement as the criterion variable.  
1d.  It was expected that parental efficacy would predict the level of father involvement. 
More specifically, it was predicted that Asian American fathers who reported higher levels of 
parental efficacy would also report higher levels of involvement with their children. This 
hypothesis was tested using a multiple regression analysis by entering parenting self-efficacy as 
the predictor and father involvement as the criterion variable.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
 The purpose of the current study was to explore factors related to father involvement 
among Asian American men. Key factors hypothesized to be associated with father involvement 
included acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy. This 
chapter outlines the statistical analysis procedures and results of this study, starting with the data 
exploration process, followed by preliminary analyses, and, lastly, the primary analyses directly 
related to each research question. 
Exploratory Analysis 
 A total of 119 participants began the study survey; however, 18 participants did not 
complete the survey, resulting in a final sample of 101 participants. In order to retain as many 
usable cases as possible, all participants who completed the survey were included in the primary 
analyses, which included participants with young children (e.g., of preschool age) and those who 
did not self-identify as Asian American but as Asian. These participants were included, however, 
because recruiting occurred among an American sample of individuals of Asian descent. All 
analyses were conducted in SPSS v. 21. Significance was set at .05. The number of participants 
needed for the current study was determined based on a G*Power analysis (Version 3; Faul, 
Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) using a multiple regression with four predictor variables and 
one criterion variable. The analysis was also based on the following assumptions: power of .80, 
effect size f
2
 = 0.15, and α (alpha) = .05. Through this analysis, it was determined that 85 
participants were required to detect a moderate effect.  
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Sample Description 
 A summary of sample descriptive statistics is outlined in Table 1. As shown, the majority 
of participants (97.0%) reported living with their child and 85.1% described themselves as being 
Asian American. There were relatively diverse responses in terms of country of origin, and just 
fewer than half the sample (42.6%) reported that they were born in the United States. On 
average, participants were 40.65 years old (SD = 7.90) and worked an average of 44.64 hours per 
week (SD = 10.56). 
Preliminary Analyses 
 Prior to conducting the primary analyses, preliminary analyses were conducted in order 
to assess the statistical assumptions of the primary analysis and to test the relationships (e.g., 
bivariate relationships) between the key variables to assess whether additional parameters needed 
to be controlled for in the primary analyses. The normality of the continuous items was examined 
through the mean-to-standard deviation ratio and through further examination of skewness and 
kurtosis (see Table 2). There was no evidence of violations of normality. Additionally, 
examination of individual responses yielded no significant outliers, defined as observed scores 2 
standard deviations above the mean. As also shown in Table 2, reliability of composite scores 
were assessed using Cronbach’s alpha (α).  Reliability across all items was in the good-to-
excellent range.   
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Table 1 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Frequency for Participants Demographics 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
           N       %     
      Reside with Child 
  
   Yes 98 97.0 
   No 3 3.0 
  
      Identify as Asian-American 
  
   Yes 86 85.1 
   No 15 14.9 
        Family Country of Origin 
  
   China 27 26.7 
   Korea 12 11.9 
   Japan 18 17.8 
   Philippines 7 6.9 
   India 24 23.8 
   Vietnam 4 4.0 
   Pakistan 2 2.0 
   Taiwan 2 2.0 
   Cambodia 3 3.0 
   Other 2 2.0 
  
      Born in US 
  
   Yes 43 42.6 
   No 58 57.4 
        Parents Born in US 
  
   Yes 3 3.0 
   No 98 97.0 
  
      Grandparents in US 
  
   Yes 1 1.0 
   No 100 99.0 
              
    N    M      SD   
      Age 101 40.65 7.90 
       Hours Worked Per Week 101 44.64 10.56 
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Linearity and collinearity were assessed using Pearson’s product moment correlations 
between continuous items, revealing significant relationships between related items. However, 
these relationships fell below the critical threshold (e.g., r > .85) that would suggest multi-
collinearity. Based on this evaluation of the data, there were no significant violations of the 
statistical assumptions related to the primary analyses. A summary of these correlations is 
outlined in Table 3.  Further examination of potential multicollinearity was assessed in the 
primary analyses discussed below. 
A series of bivariate analyses were conducted to assess the relationships amongst 
demographic variables, independent variables, and the outcome variable.  To test these, tests of 
differences (e.g., t-test, analysis of variance [ANOVA]) were used to assess relationships 
between categorical and continuous variables. Crosstabulations with Pearson’s chi-square were 
used to assess relationships between pairs of categorical variables. Lastly, Pearson’s product 
moment correlations were used to assess relationships among the continuous variables. Results 
of these bivariate relationships yielded no significant or problematic associations that would need 
to be accounted for in the primary analyses. 
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Table 2 
 
 Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables and Reliability Analysis 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
    n M SD Min Max α   
         AAMAS-CO 101 4.26 1.13 1.80 6.00 .948 
  
 
     
  AAMAS-EA 101 4.77 .77 2.53 6.00 .903 
  
 
     
  Gender Role Conflict 
     
  
 
Total 99 3.81 .84 1.43 5.81 .946 
 
 
Success, Power, Control 99 4.03 .95 1.77 5.77 .896 
 
 
Restrictive Emotionality 99 3.49 .94 1.00 5.70 .887 
 
 
Restricted Affectionate 
Behavior Between Men 
99 3.67 1.23 1.00 6.00 
.902 
 
 
Conflict Between Work 
- Family Relations 
99 4.06 1.18 1.17 6.00 
.910 
 
 
 
     
  Parent Self-Agency 99 5.06 1.00 2.60 7.00 .869 
  
 
     
  Father Involvement 101 5.12 .89 2.76 6.92 .930 
 
 
                
   
 
 
4
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Table 3 
 
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlations Among Predictors and Key Outcomes 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
    1   2   3   4   5   6   
              1 AAMAS-CO 
            
2 AAMAS-EA -.594 
***
 
          
3 Success, Power, Control .147 
 
-.063 
         
4 Restrictive Emotionality 
-.065 
 
-.297 
*
*
 
.465 
***
 
      
5 Restricted Affectionate Behavior Between Men 
-.140 
 
-.101 
 
.433 
***
 .788 
***
 
    
6 Conflict Between Work - Family Relations -.134  
-.058 
 
.384 
***
 .602 
***
 .515 
***
 
  
7 Parent Self-Agency .089  
.088 
 
-.159 
 
-.246 
*
 -.177 
 
-.368 
***
 
                            
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Primary Analysis 
 To assess the predictors of father involvement, a multiple linear regression was 
conducted. Multiple linear regression analysis was used to predict a continuous outcome from 
sets of predictor variables. Assessment of the quality of the linear regression model was twofold. 
First, the overall model was tested for significance using an F test. A significant F test indicated 
that the set of predictor variables could account for a significant amount of the variance of the 
outcome variable. The measure of effect size associated with the omnibus model test is R
2
, which 
is an estimation of the total variance accounted for in the outcome by the entire set of predictors.  
Next, each individual predictor in the model was tested to see if it was significantly associated 
with the outcome when holding all other predictors in the model constant. Each predictor was 
tested using a t-test, and the measure of effect size for each individual predictor was the 
standardized beta coefficient. Standardized betas range from – 1 to + 1, with positive values 
being associated with increased outcome scores and negative values associated with a decrease 
in the outcome. The magnitude of this relationship was assessed by the absolute value of the 
coefficient, with scores closer to 1 having a stronger relationship. Similar to Pearson’s product 
moment correlations coefficients, a standardized beta of 1.0 would indicate a perfect relationship 
between that predictor and the outcome. 
As shown in Table 4, the overall regression model was significant, F(7, 91) = 7.57, p < 
.001, R
2
 = .368, indicating that the set of predictor variables accounted for a significant amount 
of the variance in father involvement. Examination of multicollinearity through the tolerance and 
VIF scores yielded no evidence of multicollinearity among the predictor variables. Specific 
results of each predictor are discussed below, organized by research hypothesis. 
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Table 4 
 
Summary of Multiple Linear Regression Predicting Father Involvement 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Unstandardized 
  
95.0% CI 
     β SE Beta p LL UL Tolerance VIF   
 
        
 AAMAS-CO .152 .091 .197 .099 -.029 .333 .499 2.006 
 AAMAS-EA .508 .139 .446 < .001 .231 .784 .465 2.152 
 Success, Power, Control .051 .095 .055 .596 -.138 .240 .661 1.513 
 Restrictive Emotionality .189 .154 .202 .224 -.117 .494 .256 3.913 
 Restricted Affectionate Behavior Between Men -.168 .101 -.234 .098 -.368 .032 .354 2.828 
 Conflict Between Work - Family Relations -.214 .083 -.286 .012 -.380 -.048 .558 1.793 
 Parent Self-Agency .223 .080 .253 .006 .064 .381 .844 1.184 
                     
Note. Model Summary: F (7, 91) = 7.57, p < .001, R
2
 = .36 
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Results by Research Hypothesis 
1a. It was hypothesized that fathers who reported higher levels of acculturation would 
show higher levels of father involvement. AAMAS-EA scores were significantly and positively 
associated with father involvement (Beta = .446, p < .001), indicating that greater acculturation 
was associated with higher father involvement. These results provided support for the alternative 
hypothesis and the null hypothesis was rejected. 
1b. It was hypothesized that fathers who reported higher levels of enculturation would 
show higher levels of father involvement. The results of this analysis indicated a trend towards 
significance (p = .099), suggesting that, with a larger sample size, the relationship between 
enculturation and father involvement could become significant (Pritschet, Powell, & Horne, 
2016). Although AAMAS-CO scores and father involvement scores were not statistically 
significantly associated (p = .099), the results showed a trend toward higher AAMAS-CO scores 
being associated with greater father involvement (Beta = .197). Overall, these results may 
provide partial support for this hypothesis. It is possible that with a larger sample size, the 
association between AAMAS-CO and father involvement would become more significant. Given 
that the observed effect size for enculturation, expressed here as standardized beta, was a 
relatively weaker relationship, a larger sample may be needed to determine whether this 
relationship was statistically significant. That being said, however, measures of effect size are 
often independent from statistical significance, suggesting that this relatively weak relationship 
would likely not change in magnitude. Regardless of statistical significance, relationships of this 
magnitude may or may not have practical or clinical significance. 
1c. It was hypothesized that fathers who reported higher levels of gender role conflict would 
show lower levels of father involvement.  
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Although Restrictive Affectionate Behaviors Towards Men was not significantly 
associated with father involvement, the results indicated a slight trend toward significance (p = 
.098), suggesting that with a larger sample size, the relationship between Restrictive Affectionate 
Behaviors Towards Men may become significant. Additionally, the results indicated a trend 
where greater Restrictive Affectionate Behaviors Toward Men was associated with lower 
involvement (Beta = -.234). Conflict Between Work and Family Relations was negatively and 
significantly related to father involvement (Beta = -.286), indicating that higher levels of 
CBWFR were associated with lower levels of father involvement. Success, Power, Control, and 
Restrictive Emotionality scores were not significantly associated with father involvement—all 
were ps > .05. These results provided partial support for this hypothesis, suggesting that various 
types of gender role conflict have differing impacts on father involvement.  
1d. It was hypothesized that fathers with higher levels of parenting self-efficacy would 
show higher levels of father involvement. Parenting self-efficacy was significantly related to 
father involvement (Beta = .253, p = .006), with greater levels of parenting self-efficacy being 
related to high levels of father involvement. These results supported the alternative hypothesis, 
and the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Summary 
 This chapter has outlined the statistical findings of the current study. Overall, the results 
were generally in support of the research hypotheses, with some partial support, as discussed 
above. The following chapter will discuss the relationship of the current study results to existing 
literature, the practical implications of these findings, the limitations of the current study, and 
directions for future research.
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents a summary of the research findings and discusses the relationship 
between the current study results and previous theory and research. Additionally, it includes 
implications for the field of mental health, addresses limitations of the current study, and 
provides suggestions for future research regarding factors that could impact Asian American 
fathers’ involvement with children.  
Summary of Findings and Relationship to Existing Literature 
The current study used a cross-sectional survey design in which 101 participants who 
were Asian American fathers completed an online survey that included instruments to assess 
acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, parenting self-efficacy, and father involvement. 
The current study intended to answer the research question of whether acculturation, 
enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy can predict the level of father 
involvement among Asian American fathers of school-age children.  
The current study results were able to provide support for associations between 
acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict, and parenting self-efficacy and father 
involvement. Findings specific to the impact of each predictor variable on the criterion variable 
are discussed below.  
Acculturation and Father Involvement  
It was hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of acculturation would show 
higher levels of father involvement. Regression results showed that acculturation was 
significantly and positively associated with father involvement, indicating that fathers who are 
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more acculturated are more involved with their children. With regard to the impact of 
acculturation on father involvement, previous studies have shown mixed research findings.  
For example, Jain and Belsky (1997) found a positive relationship between acculturation 
and father involvement in their study that examined the impact of acculturation on father 
involvement among Asian Indian immigrant families. Their study results showed that more 
acculturated fathers were more involved in fathering activities compared to less acculturated 
fathers. The current study’s findings are consistent with Jain and Belsky’s (1997) study, as both 
studies found a significant positive relationship between acculturation and father involvement. 
However, in another study, one with Korean fathers conducted by Kwon (2010), no significant 
relationship was found between acculturation and father involvement, indicating that 
acculturation was not related to father involvement among that sample. This inconsistency 
between the current study results and Kwon’s (2010) findings could be due to differences in the 
population sampled and the instruments used to assess for father involvement. Future research 
may be needed to further determine whether or not a relationship between acculturation and 
father involvement exists. 
 A potential explanation of the results of the current study indicating that more 
acculturated Asian American fathers show higher levels of involvement with school-age children 
could be that fathers who are more acculturated feel more comfortable fulfilling fathering 
activities because they feel more confident in terms of their overall ability to parent their children 
in the context of the majority culture. The fathers’ confidence, in terms of parenting, could also 
be related to their knowledge in regard to navigating the majority culture school system. It could 
also be related to the fathers’ increased awareness of their responsibilities as parents based on the 
expectations of the majority culture, including help with schoolwork, encouraging children to 
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read, planning for their children’s education, etc. 
  Another explanation for the positive association between acculturation and father 
involvement, as emphasized by Jain and Belsky (1997), could be that the responsibility of 
caretaking might fall significantly on the parents because of the absence of extended family, 
social support, and domestic help that they would have received if their relatives had also resided 
in the United States. With respect to the current study sample, the majority of the participants 
reported that their parents (97%) and their grandparents (99%) were not born in the United 
States; however, it wa not known whether they currently reside in the U.S. and provide support 
with childcare. Additionally, changes in women’s and men’s relative positions of power and 
fathers’ perceptions of gender norms due to the process of acculturation could contribute to more 
elevated levels of father involvement with children.  
The current study used an instrument that assessed for acculturation and enculturation in 
order to gain a better understanding of how cultural factors related to both the majority culture 
and the culture of origin could influence fathers’ involvement with children.  
Enculturation and Father Involvement  
It was also hypothesized that fathers who report higher levels of enculturation would 
show higher levels of father involvement. The current study results provided partial support for 
this hypothesis since enculturation was not significantly associated with father involvement; 
however, higher levels of enculturation did show a trend linking it with greater father 
involvement. It is possible that, with a larger sample size, the association between enculturation 
and father involvement would be significant. To the researcher’s knowledge, there is no existing 
literature that has examined the direct relationship between enculturation and father involvement 
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with different ethnic groups. Therefore, the current study is exploratory in relation to assessing 
the relationship between enculturation and father involvement.   
One possible explanation of the trend toward a positive relationship between 
enculturation and father involvement could be related to the theoretical concept of ethnic 
socialization, which has been broadly referred to as the transmission of information regarding 
one’s ethnic background from adults to children. Examples of ethnic socialization include 
children’s exposure, facilitated by parents, to cultural practices and efforts that instill pride and 
knowledge about ethnic culture (Huges et al., 2006; Nguyen, Wong, Juang, & Park, 2015).   
Therefore, fathers who show higher levels of behavioral enculturation, indicating that 
they are knowledgeable about their ethnic culture (including its language, historical background, 
media, traditional food, etc.) might be able to establish a connection with their children by 
socializing them to the customs of their culture of origin. Additionally, Shin, Wong, and Maffini 
(2015) conducted a study with Asian Americans showing that perceived paternal behavioral 
enculturation was negatively related to family conflict. The authors of the study suggested that 
fathers’ behavioral enculturation could be a buffer against family conflict because more 
enculturated fathers may connect with their children by attending cultural events as part of the 
process of socializing children to their culture of origin. Asian American fathers with higher 
levels of enculturation could foster their involvement with children through attending cultural 
events together, celebrating holidays, and engaging in activities that aim at teaching children 
about their culture of origin through reading books or watching movies in their native language.  
In conclusion, the trend among Asian American fathers toward a positive relationship 
between the level of enculturation and father involvement with children could be related to the 
process of ethnic socialization within Asian American families.  
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Gender Role Conflict and Father Involvement  
Another hypothesis proposed that fathers who report higher levels of gender role conflict 
would show lower levels of father involvement. Relationships between individual patterns of 
gender role conflict—including success, power, and competition (SPC), restricted emotionality 
(RE), restricted affectionate behavior between men (RABBM), conflict between work and family 
relations (CBWFR), and father involvement—were examined. The results indicated that higher 
levels of CBWFR were negatively and significantly associated with father involvement. In other 
words, Asian American fathers who experience less conflict between work and family relations 
are more involved with their children. Additionally, the relationship between RABBM and father 
involvement was not statistically significant; however, the results indicated a trend in which 
greater RABBM scores were associated with lower father involvement. Scores on SPC and RE 
were not significantly associated with father involvement.  
Overall, the results provided partial support for the current study’s hypothesis regarding 
the impact of GRC on father involvement, suggesting that various patterns of gender role conflict 
have different impact on father involvement. The current study is exploratory with regard to 
assessing for the relationship between GRC and father involvement because, based on the 
existing literature related to GRC, the association between GRC on father involvement has not 
been examined before. A theoretical explanation of the potential relationship between GRC and 
father involvement has been described in exiting literature, however. More specifically, O’Neil 
and Lujan (2010), along with emphasizing that there is a need for exploring how gender role 
conflict patterns relate to fathering, also stated that the overall hypothesis is that fathers’ GRC 
may affect their abilities to engage in parenting effectively. The current study provides partial 
support for that hypothesis, as the current study results showed significant associations between 
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GRC domains and father involvement that are important to take into consideration when 
discussing the relationship between GRC and father involvement.  
In terms of the current study’s results, a possible explanation of the significant 
association between CBWFR and father involvement among Asian American fathers could be 
related to a culturally-derived view of the father’s role mainly as that of a provider for their 
family and children. Therefore, Asian American fathers may dedicate much of their time and 
energy to their work obligations, thus experiencing difficulty balancing work and family life. 
Those restrictions on balancing work and family relations can result in feeling stressed and 
overworked or even experiencing health problems, which could further hinder fathers’ 
involvement with children because of their limited participation in various parenting activities, 
including leisure activities. 
Parenting Self-Efficacy and Father Involvement  
 Consistent with the researcher’s hypothesis, parenting self-efficacy was significantly 
associated with father involvement, with greater levels of self-efficacy being related to higher 
levels of father involvement. Therefore, Asian American fathers who evaluate themselves as 
being more competent in terms of their abilities to be successful parents are more involved with 
their children. This finding, in regard to the relationship between parenting self-efficacy and 
father involvement, is consistent with the results of another study conducted with fathers in Hong 
Kong (Kwong, Ling, Leung, & Li, 2013), which showed that parenting self-efficacy was a 
significant predictor of father involvement.  
Additional Significant Findings Beyond Hypotheses Testing 
When considering the current study’s results beyond its research questions and 
hypotheses, the findings indicated that parenting self-efficacy was significantly associated with 
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two patterns of GRC: more specifically, RE and CBWFR. The results showed that higher levels 
of parenting self-efficacy were associated with lower restrictive emotionality and lower levels of 
conflict between work and family relations. These results of the current study are consistent with 
a previous study (Alexander, 1999) on the relationship between RE and parenting self-efficacy, 
since both studies found that RE was significantly and negatively related to parenting self-
efficacy. Overall, those findings are consistent with a theoretical statement made by O’Neil and 
Lujan (2010) suggesting that the CBWFR, which reflects restrictions balancing work and family 
relations resulting in overwork, stress and lack of leisure and relaxation, is a critical issue to be 
resolved because stress and fatigue do not contribute to effective parenting. Furthermore, O’Neil 
and Lujan (2010) stated that restriction of affectionate behavior and expression of feelings could 
potentially create emotional and physical distance between fathers and children, in part due to 
fathers’ difficulty expressing and openly processing feelings with their children.  
Moreover, the current study’s findings indicate that RE and acculturation were negatively 
and significantly associated, indicating that fathers who reported higher levels of acculturation 
experienceed less gender role conflict, specifically in the RE domain of GRC. This result is 
consistent with the findings of another study conducted with Asian American men by Kim et al. 
(1996), which showed that higher scores on acculturation were associated with lower scores on 
RE.  
Overall, the results of the current study, beyond hypotheses testing, suggest that GRC, 
more specifically CBWFR, and parenting self-efficacy are significantly associated with father 
involvement Among Asian American fathers. The present study results also indicate that 
acculturation is positively and significantly associated with father involvement and negatively 
associated with GRC, more specifically RE.  
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Implications for Clinical Practice 
The findings of the current study added substantive information to the existing literature 
on the factors that influence Asian American fathers’ involvement with school-age children. 
Professionals working with Asian American families may benefit from assessing for the various 
factors related to Asian American fathers’ involvement with children that were highlighted in 
this study. Psychologists, counselors, social workers, and other mental health professionals 
working with this population may also benefit from utilizing a strength-based approach in their 
work with Asian American fathers by validating their experiences in a cultural context and 
raising their awareness of the factors associated with increased levels of father involvement.  
Based on the current study’s findings, it can be concluded that gaining an increased 
understanding of the role of acculturation and enculturation in fathers’ involvement is integral to 
counseling Asian American fathers. In clinical settings, therapists and clients can explore how 
acculturation and enculturation variables affect fathers’ perceptions of their roles as fathers and 
also their fathering attitudes and practices. Based on Asian American fathers’ adherence to 
different cultural values and fathering practices, they may approach fathering and, therefore, 
their involvement with children in unique ways. For that reason, it is imperative for therapists to 
not make assumptions regarding the involvement of Asian American fathers with their children, 
but rather to explore their individual experiences in cultural context and help those fathers 
understand the connection between their views on parenting and their cultural identity.  
Moreover, as suggested by O’Neil and Lujan (2010), therapists can assist fathers in 
reconciling conflicting values about fathering in terms of their cultural identities. O’Neil and 
Lujan also emphasized that cultural factors that promote or hinder father involvement need to be 
understood in the context of the overall societal demands placed on men. This relates with the 
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current study’s findings regarding the relationship between GRC and father involvement among 
Asian American fathers, more specifically CBWFR. Since the current findings suggest that 
Asian American fathers who experience higher levels of conflict between work and family 
relations show lower levels of involvement with children, the assessment of men’s patterns of 
GRC could potentially become a part of the therapy process with fathers. The conflict between 
work and family relations can be considered a significant factor that can impede father 
involvement. The process of identifying GRC with Asian American fathers in therapy settings 
could help to facilitate a discussion and encourage fathers to emotionally disclose their personal 
experiences as fathers in the cultural context.  
In summary, addressing GRC in therapy can allow men to gain more awareness of any 
GRC patterns that may influence their involvement with their children and make changes that are 
aligned with their personal goals for therapy related to their involvement with children.  
Lastly, the current findings have implications for psycheducational programs for fathers. 
The results indicated that father involvement among Asian American fathers was associated with 
parenting self-efficacy and acculturation. Furthermore, acculturation was associated with self-
efficacy, which could suggest that more acculturated fathers are more likely to believe in their 
ability to parent effectively and, therefore, to be more involved with their children. Parenting 
self-efficacy is more likely to be higher among fathers who have the opportunity to gain 
information regarding effective fathering practices and positive effects of father involvement on 
children. Therefore, it would be important that psycheducational programs reach out to Asian 
American fathers who show lower levels of acculturation through culturally affiliated 
organizations that are more likely to attract fathers of Asian descent. It would also be imperative 
that psycheducational programs for fathers are described in positive terms, conveying the 
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message that men of Asian descent have many personal strengths as fathers and emphasizing the 
important role of fathers in children’s lives.   
Limitations 
Despite numerous strengths of the current study, several limitations need to be addressed. 
Foremost, measuring levels of father involvement was merely based on the fathers’ reports. In 
general, when participants provide data through self-reports, there is a tendency for 
overestimation (Coley & Morris, 2002; Wical & Doherty, 2005). It is important to note that 
social desirability might have affected the way participants answered questions while filling out 
the survey.  
Additionally, due to the cross-sectional nature of the current study, the results do not 
provide information regarding fathers’ involvement with children across time but, rather, at one 
specific point in time. Therefore, pertinent longitudinal studies are needed, especially if societal 
attitudes and norms regarding father roles change with time.  
Another limitation is that the study used a convenience sample due to the fact that it 
looked at the very specific population of Asian American fathers of school-age children who had 
access to an online survey in order to participate in the study. When considering the current 
study results, it is important to be cognizant of self-selection bias and mindful that the study 
results do not generalize to a larger population of Asian American fathers and are only specific to 
the current study’s sample.  
Additionally, the sample size may have impacted the significance of the findings in the 
current study. While sample recruitment was based on a priori power analysis, certain results of 
the study found weaker effect sizes, suggesting that a larger sample may be needed in order to 
better assess the significance of weaker relationships. For example, although certain relationships 
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in the current study were non-significant, results pertaining to those relationships indicated 
trends toward significance. Therefore, it is possible that, with a larger sample size, those 
relationships would be significant.  
Lastly, because the current study was correlational in nature and did not involve any 
manipulation of variables, casual relationships or directional effects between variables cannot be 
concluded based on the current study results.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
As addressed in the limitations section, the current study was based solely on the fathers’ 
self-reports; thus, future studies should include reports of spouses and children in order to assess 
for their perceptions of fathers’ involvement with children. When assessing for perceptions of 
father involvement among fathers, children and spouses would help to address response bias. To 
address the methodological limitation of only relying on participants’ self-reports when 
collecting data, it would be beneficial to utilize other methods, such as direct observations of 
fathering behaviors or interviews, in order to minimize the impact of social desirability as one of 
the potential factors influencing fathers’ responses.  
Additionally, the current study used a cross-sectional design in order to examine factors 
that may influence Asian American fathers’ involvement with their school-age children. 
Therefore, future studies focusing on father involvement need to utilize longitudinal 
methodologies to gain a better understanding of any patterns of father involvement at different 
points in time. It is recommended that future studies examine whether variations in a child’s age, 
a child’s gender, or the number of children have differential impacts on father involvement.  It 
would also be desirable to assess for fathers’ perceptions of gender norms in order to gain more 
insight into the relationship between their perceptions of gender norms, gender role conflict, and 
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father involvement, which could shed some light on the mediating role of perceptions of gender 
norms on the relationship between gender role conflict and father involvement. Banchefsky and 
Park (2016) conducted a study with findings showing that mothers and fathers were viewed as 
becoming more similar in their roles and traits from the past to the present and into the future. 
Those findings suggest that father’s perception of gender norms can be influenced by changes in 
general societal attitudes over time. Therefore, future research should utilize a longitudinal 
design for examining fathers’ involvement with children. 
Given the fact that the current study is the first known study to address the association 
between gender role conflict and father involvement, as well as enculturation and father 
involvement among Asian American fathers, further research will be needed to confirm the 
current study’s results. Future studies may need to use a larger sample size in order to obtain 
results that represent more significant relationships, since the sample size may have impacted the 
significance of the findings of the current study.  
Overall, the results of the current study suggest that the predictor variables can impact, in 
various degrees, the level of father involvement with their children among Asian American 
fathers. Future studies should attempt to gain a better understanding of how acculturation, 
enculturation, gender role conflict, parenting self-efficacy, and father involvement moderate and 
mediate the relationships between each other.  
Summary and Conclusions 
 In summary, the results of the current study support the primary hypothesis that was 
stated in Chapter I, predicting that acculturation, enculturation, gender role conflict and parenting 
self-efficacy can impact Asian American fathers’ involvement with children. The current study 
provides empirical support showing that several factors are related to higher levels of father 
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involvement among this population. Additionally, the current study served as an initial step in 
exploring the relationship between gender role conflict and father involvement in general. More 
importantly, the current study results showed a significant relationship between one of the 
patterns of gender role conflict—specifically, CBWFR—and father involvement, thus providing 
evidence for the theoretically hypothesized association between gender role conflict and father 
involvement.  
 Furthermore, the current study findings related to the impact of acculturation, gender role 
conflict, and parenting self-efficacy on father involvement illustrated the importance of assessing 
for those factors as part of the process of planning and implementing therapeutic interventions 
with Asian American fathers. Future studies should continue to examine factors related to father 
involvement among Asian American fathers and also explore the interrelationships among 
factors that are associated with higher levels of father involvement with this population and other 
ethnic groups.  
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Appendix A. Demographic Information 
1. What is your age?______ 
2. What is the age of your child (children)?________________ 
3. Do you currently reside with your child (children)? Yes / No  
4. Do you identify as Asian American:  Yes / No 
If not:  
a) Do you identify as Asian?  Yes/No 
5. What is your family’s country of origin: 
1) China    2) Korea   3) Japan   4) Philippines    5) India   6) Vietnam   7) Pakistan    
8) Taiwan   9) Cambodia  10) Other 
 
6. Were you born in the United States? Yes / No 
If not:  
a) How old were you when you moved to the United States?_______  
7. Were your parents born in the United States? Yes / No 
8. Were your grandparents born in the United States? Yes / No 
9.  How many hours per week do you work outside of home?_________ 
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Appendix B. Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26) 
 
(Hawkins et al., 2002) 
 
 Now think of your experience as a father over the past twelve months.  Please rate how 
good of a job you think you did as a father on each of the items listed below.  If an item is 
not applicable to your situation, circle “NA” for not applicable.  
 
 
                           VERY POOR       EXCELLENT 
a.  attending events your children participate in 
 (sports, school, church events).    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
b.  encouraging your children to read.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
c.  providing your children’s basic needs (food, clothing, 
 shelter, and health care).    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
d. praising your children for being good or doing the 
 right thing.   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
e. giving your children’s mother encouragement and 
 emotional support.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
f. being involved in the daily or regular routine of taking  
care of your children’s basic needs or activities. 
(feeding, driving them places, etc.).    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2   3  4  5  6   NA 
 
g. letting your children know that their mother is an  
 important and special person.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
h. praising your children for something they 
 have done well.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
i. encouraging your children to succeed in school.    . . . . . . . .   0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
j. being a pal or friend to your children.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
k. accepting responsibility for the financial support 
 of the children you have fathered.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
l. encouraging  your children to do their homework.    . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
m. telling your children that you love them.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
81 
  
 
 
 
n. knowing where your children go and what they do  
 with their friends.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
                        
o. spending time just talking with your children when 
 they want to talk about something.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
p. cooperating with your children’s mother in the 
 rearing of your children.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
q. reading to your younger children.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
r. teaching your children to follow rules at school.   . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
s. encouraging your children to continue their 
 schooling beyond high school.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
t.  disciplining your children.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
u. helping your older children with their homework.    . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
v. planning for your children’s future (education, training). . . .0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
w. encouraging your children to develop their talents 
 (music, athletics, art, etc.).    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
x. spending time with your children doing things they 
 like to do.    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
y. encouraging your children to do their chores.    . . . . . . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
 
z. setting rules and limits for your children’s behavior.   . . . . . 0  1  2  3  4  5  6    NA 
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Appendix C. Asian American Multidimensional Acculturation Scale (AAMAS) 
 
Instructions:  Use the scale below to answer the following questions. Please check the number 
that best represents your view on each item. Please note that reference to “Asian” hereafter refers 
to Asians in America and not Asia. 
      Not very well            Somewhat          Very well 
       1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. How well do speak the language of -- 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. English?                               1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. How well do you understand the language of -- 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. English?                               1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. How well do you read and write in the language of -- 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. English?                               1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. How often do you listen to music or look at movies and magazines from 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. How much do you like the food of - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. How often do you eat the food of - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6    
      Not very well            Somewhat          Very well 
       1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. How knowledgeable are you about the history of - 
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 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6         
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. How knowledgeable are you about the culture and traditions of - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. How much do you practice the traditions and keep the holidays of - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream culture? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. How much do you identify with - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. How much do you feel you have in common with people from - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. How much do you interact and associate with people from - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. How much would you like to interact and associate with people from - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6
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      Not very well            Somewhat          Very well 
       1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. How proud are you to be part of -  
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
*15. How negative do you feel about people from - 
 a. your own Asian culture of origin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 c. the White mainstream groups? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix D. The Gender-Role Conflict Scale (GRCS) 
 
 
(O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David,  & Wrightsman,1986) 
 
Instructions:  In the space to the left of each sentence below, write the number that most closely 
represents the degree that you Agree or Disagree with the statement.  There is no right or wrong 
answer to each statement; your own reaction is what is asked for. 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
  Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
      6                    5                    4                    3                    2                    1 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
  1.  ____ Moving up the career ladder is important to me. 
  2.  ____ I have difficulty telling others I care about them. 
  3.  ____ Verbally expressing my love to another man is difficult for me. 
  4.  ____ I feel torn between my hectic work schedule and caring for my health. 
5. ____ Making money is part of my idea of being a successful man. 
6. ____ Strong emotions are difficult for me to understand. 
7. ____ Affection with other men makes me tense. 
8. ____ I sometimes define my personal value by my career success. 
9. ____ Expressing feelings makes me feel open to attack by other people. 
10. ____ Expressing my emotions to other men is risky. 
11. ____ My career, job, or school affects the quality of my leisure or family life. 
12. ____ I evaluate other people’s value by their level of achievement and success. 
13. ____Talking about my feelings during sexual relations is difficult for me. 
14. ____ I worry about failing and how it affects my doing well as a man. 
15. ____ I have difficulty expressing my emotional needs to my partner. 
16. ____ Men who touch other men make me uncomfortable. 
17. ____ Finding time to relax is difficult for me. 
18. ____ Doing well all the time is important to me. 
19. ____ I have difficulty expressing my tender feelings. 
20. ____ Hugging other men is difficult for me. 
21. ____ I often feel that I need to be in charge of those around me. 
22. ____ Telling others of my strong feelings is not part of my sexual behavior. 
23. ____ Competing with others is the best way to succeed. 
24. ____ Winning is a measure of my value and personal worth. 
25. ____ I often have trouble finding words that describe how I am feeling. 
26. ____ I am sometimes hesitant to show my affection to men because of how others         
                might perceive me. 
27. ____ My needs to work or study keep me from my family or leisure more than  
                 would like. 
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28. ____ I strive to be more successful than others. 
29. ____ I do not like to show my emotions to other people. 
30. ____ Telling my partner my feelings about him/her during sex is difficult for me. 
 
31. ____ My work or school often disrupts other parts of my life (home, family, health  
                leisure. 
32. ____I am often concerned about how others evaluate my performance at work or 
               school. 
33. ____Being very personal with other men makes me feel uncomfortable. 
34. ____Being smarter or physically stronger than other men is important to me.      
35. ____ Men who are overly friendly to me make me wonder about their sexual  
                preference (men or women). 
36. ____ Overwork and stress caused by a need to achieve on the job or in school,  
                affects/hurts my life. 
37. ____ I like to feel superior to other people. 
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Appendix E. Parent Self-Agency Measure (PSAM; Revised – 5-item) 
 
(Dumka, Stoerzinger, Jackson, & Roosa, 1996) 
Please read each statement below, and circle the point on the number line that corresponds to 
your feelings about parenting your child(ren). 
 
I feel sure of myself as a mother/father Rarely 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
Always 
7 
I know I am doing a good job as a mother/father Rarely 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
Always 
7 
I know things about being a mother/father that would 
be helpful to other parents 
 
Rarely 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
Always 
7 
I can solve most problems between me and my child 
 
Rarely 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
Always 
7 
When things are going badly between my child and 
me, I keep trying until things begin to change 
 
Rarely 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
Always 
7 
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Appendix F. Solicitation Letter 
 
 
Dear Potential Participant,  
 
My name is Zuzanna Molenda-Kostanski and I am a doctoral student in the Counseling 
Psychology Ph.D. program in the Department of Professional Psychology and Family Therapy at 
Seton Hall University. I am interested in gaining a better understanding of the experiences of 
Asian American men as fathers by exploring how certain factors, including acculturation, 
gender-role conflict and parenting self-efficacy may impact fathers’ involvement with children. I 
would like to invite you to participate in my study.  
 
The study consists of a survey that is quick and easy to fill out. You can complete it online at 
your own convenience, and it may take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  
 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and anonymous. The survey will not ask you 
for any identifying information about you and you are free to withdraw at any time. Additionally, 
any information gathered from the study will be kept on a USB memory key and stored in a 
locked secure office that will only be accessible to myself and my research advisor, Dr. Laura 
Palmer.  
 
If you are at least 18 years old, self-identify as Asian American man who is a father of a school-
age child and are willing to participate in this study please click on the following link: 
https://shucehs.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_5uJYdeSa6QVoVrn 
Your consent to participate in the study is indicated by clicking on the link and completing the 
survey. The survey will be running between September 2015 and February 2016.  
 
If you have any questions about the study please feel free to contact me or my research advisor 
using the contact information provided below. This study has been approved by the Seton Hall 
University Institutional Review Board.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of your participation in my study.  
 
Zuzanna Molenda-Kostanski, M.A.              Laura Palmer, Ph.D.     
Counseling Psychology PhD Program             Counseling Psychology PhD Program  
Seton Hall University               Seton Hall University  
Zuzanna.molendakostanski@student.shu.edu           psych@drlaurapalmer.org 
                 (973) 727 5475 
 
    Mary F. Ruzicka, Ph.D.  
    Director of Institutional Review Board 
    Seton Hall University 
    Mary.Ruzicka@shu.edu 
    (973) 313 6314 
 
